One of the arguments used by the Dutch government to support the cuts in the subsidies for the production of art is that of economic viability. In the political discourse faulty arguments are masked by the use of arbitrary language and incomplete statements, but through the restructuring of the Viability Argument with the method of Political Discourse Evaluation, several flaws have become apparent, of which the most severe one is that the value of art is equated with its economic viability. Art has many external, immaterial benefits that help shape the social and political aspects of a society; economic viability, on the other hand, only measures the intrinsic costs and benefits of art. The real value of art, which goes far beyond an economic cost-benefit analysis, is neglected by the Dutch government in its decision to cut the subsidies.
We want to get rid of the oversupply of art.
[Warrant] If we want to get rid of the oversupply of art, the government should not subsidize the production of art.
[Claim] The government should not subsidize the production of art.
At first sight this does indeed seem to be what the government is claiming. However, just getting rid of the oversupply does not give clear guidelines as to what art will eventually disappear. One cannot say which part of the supply is 'oversupply' and which art is still within the boundaries of the demanded supply without certain methods of determining this distinction. Simply stating that the oversupply should disappear makes it seem that the government does not have any criteria as to which art will go. Nevertheless, the discourse clearly shows that there are certain art institutions that the government wants to spare and certain types of art that it wants to get rid of. Namely, the Raad van Cultuur -the advisory board of culture -has put forward certain criteria that it will apply when selecting institutions and artists who will still get a subsidy. These are quality, the ability to attract enough public, entrepreneurship that ensures independent income, participation and education of young people, internationality, and central geographical location. 12 To start with, a central geographical location is not emphasized greatly by the government, neither is it something that will be achieved by cutting in subsidies. Rather, it is a criterion to continue giving subsidies to artists that are located beneficially, and not a criterion by which artists that are not located centrally will disappear. Also education and internationality do not form the hard criteria applied by the government.
With regards to what the Data for this Claim could be, this leaves us with quality on the one hand and public and independent income on the other hand. Both are used as Claims by politicians rather often. For example, Mr. de Liefde uses an analogy with a tree: sometimes you need to trim a tree drastically, before it can grow back strong and beautiful. 13 He hereby refers to 'bad' art that takes too much space in the cultural sector and hinders 'good' art to develop further, since they have to share subsidies. It would thus be beneficial to get rid of this oversupply consisting of low quality art to give more room for the high quality art to expand. At the same time, much of the discourse refers to the artists' ability to attract public and achieve an independent income. This thus refers to the commercial viability of the art at hand.
12 Halbe Zijlstra, Adviesaanvraag Cultuurbeleid: Raad van Cultuur, Doc. No. 261571 (2010) .
13 Tweede Kamer, Algemene Politieke Beschouwing.
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Both the quality and viability argument fit into the political discourse and it is therefore necessary to apply the quality constraint, which is an important criterion in the method of Analytical Discourse Evaluation. This can be done by looking at the Warrant: if we want to get rid of low quality art (or commercially unviable art respectively), the government should not subsidize the production of art. What is likely to happen when artists and art institutions lose their subsidies? In that case, artists will either have to cut back on expenses or they will have to receive money via other means. The former approach will definitely not increase the overall quality of supplied art. Furthermore the latter approach also does not seem to be a means by which low quality art will be filtered out: it has proven evident that art considered to be of low quality has been able to receive funds and money from visitors, whereas art of high quality was not -for example, Blond Amsterdam 14 is a very trendy and sellable art brand but it is not considered 'high' culture, whereas the Dutch opera has to receive subsidies to survive but is regarded as being of high quality. Rather, for an artist to be able to produce art and be able to continue to do so without subsidies, it is important for this artist to produce commercially viable art. This is deemed to be the 'hard' criterion that the government uses to decide for or against subsidies. 15 Thus the best possible argument, in line with the political discourse, will look as follows:
We want to get rid of commercially unviable art.
[Warrant] If we want to get rid of commercially unviable art, the government should not subsidize the production of art.
Even though this Warrant is not literally stated in any debate, it is clear that this is
what the government believes the effect of not subsidizing art is. Furthermore, it is the only form the Warrant can take in order to make this a valid argument.
Data and Verifiers
Let us first look at the Data: We want to get rid of commercially unviable art. What could this Claim be based on? One possible reason could be that the government wants the the incentives to do so. Namely, if the government provides the artists with an income, there is no need for them anymore to receive money from their public, thus they will not need to be able to sell their product. The government, in turn, believes that artists should become responsible for their own income, promoting an 'Americanization' of the cultural policy: artists will pay more attention to the market where they need to sell their products.
The government believes that only by not giving subsidies to artists any more, will they take this step into producing sellable art. So we now have the following argumentative structure to verify the original Warrant:
[Warrant\Data] If we want to get rid of commercially unviable art, then there should be incentives to only produce commercially viable art.
[Warrant\Warrant] If there should be incentives to only produce commercially viable art, then the government should not subsidize the production of art.
[Warrant\Claim] If we want to get rid of commercially unviable art, the government should not subsidize the production of art.
Figure 8.1 The Viability Argument
The government should not subsidize the production of art.
If we want to get rid of commercially unviable art, the government should not subsidize the production of art.
We want to get rid of all non-valuable art.
All non-valuable art is art where the costs exceed the benefits.
If there should be incentives to only produce commercially viable art, then the government should not subsidize the production of art.
All non-valuable art is commercially unviable art.
If Man would inhabit the world, then policy making would be an easy job, since everyone's interest and opinions are the same. However, this is not the case if men -with different ideas and opinions -live on the earth. On top of that, men are free, in the sense that they are free to introduce novelty and their own ideas. Only compromise can result into clear guidelines for a nation. This compromise can only be achieved if citizens are active in the public sphere and take part in politics. "Man is a political animal" as Aristotle once claimed, hence the emphasis that Arendt puts on the public realm. She stresses the spacial quality, the need of a public space where people share a common world -the relatively permanent context of institutions, settings etc. that provides a field of reference -and a common space of appearance -where political freedom and equality hold when citizens communicate with each other.
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Culture is one of those settings of the common world, which gives citizens a framework and a context of reference. Because people are free to form their own opinions, there needs to be some basis where they can discover what their preferences are: the common world. In the common world, art has the function of letting citizens form ideas of their own. They need to be able to explore what is out there and what, of all these options, it is that they connect to. It forms the identity of people. In the space of appearances citizens will exchange ideas and opinions. If people have formed their own identities by reference to the common world, then the discussion in the common space of appearances will be interesting and varied. This is the political process in the public sphere that is so important to our society and distinguishes us from other animals. Fretz recognizes this point, and
states that especially this government should see it as its task to stimulate the production of art if they want their citizens to become independent of the government.
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Also the second scholar, Marianne van Dijk, recognizes the vague debate around the value of art both in media and in politics itself. This Dutch art philosopher stresses that political parties do not use clear wording when they talk of the value of art in their party programs, making the discourse even harder to grasp. Even though everyone seems to find culture and art extremely important, nobody can exactly pinpoint what it is that makes it crucial to a society. 38 Van Dijk has combined ideas of many renowned philosophers - and 'possible'. Art challenges us to seek the boundaries of the possible and to explore new fields. Lastly, 'varnishing' refers to the beauty of art. We enjoy watching\listening to it. But sometimes, we also find comfort in it. It can make us escape our pain and find joy.
But art can also keep us healthy: several researches have shown that art is beneficial for our physical health.
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Data\Warrant
Thus, the value of art can be grasped through its many immaterial, external benefits that set us apart as human beings -forming identities, providing democratic values, enhancing social cohesion, breaking prejudices and boundaries, providing comforting experiences and much more -next to the internal and the material external benefits that are all too often referred to by politicians and economists. Non-valuable art, on the other hand, is art where these benefits -internal and external, material and immaterial -are lacking, or at least are not present in proportion to the costs of the piece of art. Is commercially unviable art the same? Indeed, something is commercially unviable if the costs exceed the benefits. But are the benefits taken into account in the latter case, the same as the benefits described in the section above? Will a potential purchaser of a piece of art -be it an individual, a company or any other private purchaser -take the external, non-material benefits into account? Will it even take any external benefits into account, next to the internal benefits for the involved parties?
The market system does not seem to run on this principle. Adam Smith, the intellectual founding father of the free market system, claimed that if every citizen acts according to its own interest, then the market would be guided by a so called Invisible Hand, which Thus, the problem detected here is that the word 'benefit' cannot mean the same in both premises: on the value-side, external immaterial benefits are added to the calculation, whereas these are left out on the commercial viability-side of the argument. 45 If anybody would claim that they do mean the same, then either the definition of commercial viability is flawed, or the definition of non-valuable art will find a lot of resistance. In the first case, the central argument would fall into pieces, since that definition of commercial viability does not reflect the argument at hand. If the latter is the case -the value of art is defined through the same costs and benefits as the commercial viability of art -then the government will contradict itself, since several members of the coalition, the State Secretary and other government institutions have stated that they believe there are definitely external immaterial benefits to art. Furthermore, if that is the case, any art-lover or Reasonable Citizen would disagree with the premise that we want to get rid of nonvaluable art. Also, this raises the controversial question whether the government believes that the art institution that are currently spared from the budget cuts -museums, 45 The term used for this particular syllogistical fallacy is 'weasle word'-the same word has several different meanings.
